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- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 12/8/2008 and supplemental amendment filed 
1/14/2009 has been entered. Claims 24-26, 28-32, 34-40, and 42-53 are pending. Claims 1-23, 
27, 33, and 41 are cancelled. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

Claim(s) 39-40 and 42-46 are rejected under 35 USC 101 as being directed to non-statutory subject 
matter because these are method or process claims that do not transform underlying subject matter 
(such as an article or materials) to a different state or thing, nor are they tied to another statutory 
class (such as a particular machine). See Diamond v. D/ehr. 450 U.S. 175. 184 (1981) ((quoting Benson. 
409 U.S. at 70): Parker v. F/ook. 437 U.S. 584. 588 n.9 (1978) (citing Cochrane v. Deener. 94 U.S. 780. 
787-88 (1876)). See also In re Bilski (Fed Cir. 2007-1130. 10/30/2008) where the Fed. Cir. held that 
method claims must pass the "machine-or-transformation test" in order to be eligible for patent 
protection under 35 USC 101. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

Claims 24-26, 28-37, 47, 50, and 52-53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ringland et al. (US 5,751,829; hereinafter Ringland in view of Masters 
(US 6,572,377). 

Regarding claims 24, 50, 52-53, Ringland discloses a computerized interior design 
system and method including a memory that stores data defining images of a plurality of window 
treatment design components (see Col. 18, lines 42-44) and a digital photograph of a wall and a 
window within the wall (See Col. 17, line 61 - Col. 18, line 6); logic configured to receive an 
input from a user, selecting a window treatment design component (See Search Screen depicted 
in Fig. 9, window treatments product category 906); based on the input a rendering engine 
superimposes the window treatment design on the digital image of the wall and window (See 
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Col. 18, lines 1 1-23). Ringland discloses the claimed feature of scaling in order to provide a room 
image that shows selected materials installed with correct perspective. See Col. 18, lines 7-9, 16- 
18. Ringland does not explicitly disclose the claimed feature of receiving an input indicating a 
value for a distance from a first location to a second location. However, Masters teaches a 
computerized interior design system that allows a user to input dimensions of a room and 
elements such as windows. See Col. 4, line 64 - Col. 5, line 4. Thus, in view of Masters, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the interior design system 
described in Ringland by allowing a user to input distances in order to provide a realistic 
perspective of room images and decorative materials that are being considered by a designer for 
installation in the room. 

Additionally, Ringland discloses a cost calculation feature that calculates the number of 
rolls of wallpaper needed and the associated cost based on a user input of dimensions of a room 
(See Col. 19, lines 29-33). Ringland does not explicitly disclose that the concept of cost 
calculation with window treatments. However, it is the examiner's position that it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in that art to modify the cost calculation feature described 
in Ringland by applying it to any decorative material, such as window treatments, in order to 
determine whether or not a particular home improvement will fit in a user's budget. 

Regarding claims 25-26 and 28, Ringland discloses the claimed feature of scaling in 
order to provide a room image that shows selected materials installed with correct perspective. 
See Col. 18, lines 7-9, 16-18. Ringland does not explicitly disclose the claimed feature of 
receiving an input indicating a value for a distance from a first location to a second location. 
However, Masters teaches a computerized interior design system that allows a user to input 
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dimensions of a room and elements such as windows. See Col. 4, line 64 - Col. 5, line 4. Thus, 
in view of Masters, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
interior design system described in Ringland by allowing a user to input distances in order to 
provide a realistic perspective of room images and decorative materials that are being considered 
by a designer for installation in the room. 

Regarding claims 34-35, Ringland discloses a cost calculation feature that calculates the 
number of rolls of wallpaper needed and the associated cost based on a user input of dimensions 
of a room (See Col. 19, lines 29-33). Ringland does not explicitly disclose that the concept of 
cost calculation with window treatments. However, it is the examiner's position that it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in that art to modify the cost calculation feature 
described in Ringland by applying it to any decorative material, such as window treatments, in 
order to determine whether or not a particular home improvement will fit in a user's budget. 

Regarding claims 29 and 31, the combination of Ringland and Masters does not explicitly 
disclose a text field for entering a value for a distance. However, the examiner takes official 
notice that text fields are an old and well known type of user interface for allowing a user to 
input information. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
modify the interface described in Ringland and Masters for entering dimensions, by providing a 
text field in order to allow a user to input dimensions by typing alphanumeric characters. 

Regarding claims 30 and 32, the combination of Ringland and Masters does not explicitly 
disclose an arrow extending from a first object to a second object. However, the examiner takes 
official notice that it is old and well known to use arrows between two objects in order to specify 
a distance between the two objects. Therefore, it would have been obvious to an artisan to 
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modify the graphical references described in Ringland and Masters, by providing an arrow 
between two objects in order to specify a specific distance between the objects. 

Regarding claims 36-37, Ringland discloses a cost calculation feature that calculates the 
number of rolls of wallpaper needed and the associated cost based on a user input of dimensions 
of a room (See Col. 19, lines 29-33). Ringland does not explicitly disclose that the concept of 
cost calculation based on the amount of fabric needed for a window treatment. However, it is the 
examiner's position that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in that art to modify 
the cost calculation feature described in Ringland by applying it to any decorative material, such 
as window treatments, in order to determine whether or not a particular home improvement will 
fit in a user's budget. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claim 38 is allowed. 

Claims 48-49 and 5 1 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 

Claims 39-40 and 42-46 would be allowable if rewritten or amended to overcome the 
rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C. 101 set forth in this Office action. 

The following is an examiner's statement of reasons for allowance: Patentability seen in, 
although not limited to independent claims 38 and 39 and dependent claims 48 and 5 1 : the combination of 
elements specifically claimed including the features of calculating cost based on a plurality of values 
including a value indicative of an estimated amount of fabric for a break. 

The closest prior art of record does not teach or fairly suggest the claimed features in 
combination. Any comments considered necessary by applicant must be submitted no later than 
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the payment of the issue fee and, to avoid processing delays, should preferably accompany the 
issue fee. Such submissions should be clearly labeled "Comments on Statement of Reasons for 
Allowance." 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 24 and 52 have been considered but are not 
persuasive. Applicant emphasizes that the room scenes in Ringland are not the same as the 
claimed photographs of rooms. However, it is the examiner's position that it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide a photograph of a room in order to provide a 
realistic model that is unique to a particular user, in order to provide a more realistic expectation 
of how a product would look with a particular room. 

Applicant further asserts that unlike the cost calculation for wall paper the room 
dimensions entered by the user in Ringland cannot be effectively used to provide an accurate 
estimate of cost of a window treatment design component. The examiner respectfully disagrees. 
Ringland discloses a cost calculation feature that calculates the number of rolls of wallpaper 
needed and the associated cost based on a user input of dimensions of a room (See Col. 19, lines 
29-33). Ringland does not explicitly disclose that the concept of cost calculation based on the 
amount of fabric needed for a window treatment. However, it is the examiner's position that it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in that art to modify the cost calculation feature 
described in Ringland by applying it to any interior design project or decorative material, such as 
window treatments, in order to determine whether or not a particular home improvement will fit 
in a user's budget. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to CAMERON SAADAT whose telephone number is (571)272- 
4443. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9:00 - 5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Xuan M. Thai can be reached on (571) 272-7147. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Cameron Saadat/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3715 



